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' colleagues. For example, teachers' needs for affection.and approval will affect their

.self—development desctribed in tﬁis paper are concerned with helping pre-service teachers

- . ‘ . . ‘
As a psychologist I am,cqmtinually amazed to discover how few teacher eduecation
. N N ‘

programs include developmental psychology in their core curricula. How can teachers .

e

work without a sense of tlfe" progress of human development? ‘Courses 1in Educational
o a:
Psychology atFempt to deal with some aspects of[human behavior with decreasing

emphasis on developmental psychology and greater qnphasis on learning theory’ (Gaige,

A ’
1975' Nunney, 1964). While learning theory can help teachers organize and deliver

formal instruction, it does not deal directly with interpersonal, emotional, and motivation-
al i83ues.‘ These issues - which concretely. inglude getting along with other teachersvand

students,"disciplining and "m0t1vat1ng"studentsh and finding oneself in the teagbing
- » ot
role - concern teachers‘ especially beglnning teachers, more than instructional isqusf
/‘\
(Fuller, 1969 1970; Sattler, Grinder, and Clark, 1971) Psychology has a great deallpo
-~ v ..‘_.,_...-»-\y‘
'say about how people get along and the developmental experiegnces which set the stage fo; )

-

this, 1ncluding those aspects of cognitiVe development which influence the way persons' 7
-/

{

’»

perceive the world and their relationsh1ps to it. The thteeuapproaches to teacher

r i . O > A )
understand how people develop.particolar strategies for getting along with each other.. °
a . - Y

- . - . . ! ’

. e

Yet ,there is more to this story. Teachers are always a party to their relation- o
ehips with their studemts and colleagues.‘ In fact, it can be argued that it is the
teacher's personhood that is central to his or-her interpersonal'effectiveness with

students and colleagues. While learning about the processes & development probably
A
will be halpful to teachers who are attempting to facilitate their students*

L] B R
development, such intéllectual understanding in no way. ensures that teachers will:

integrate the theory into their interactibng with students. Each teacher's personal

P

& ‘ ot
development is a more potent'determinant of -his or her behavioer with students and

N

ability to set limits for children: Teachers' beliefg/about women may affect their
i . , S ) ¥ .
~ ’-‘ ' . ' 2“ . . ] ‘ ) “\
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~behavior toward little girls. Needs to appear strong may subvert attempts to em-
. . .

-~

pathize with students. Teachers' demands for affection can undermine- students' autonomy.
1 ]

*

Feelings about ‘their ownlworth and power influence teachers' relationships with super-
visors ana‘colleagues. The l1ife experiences which lead teachers-to assume‘these\views

are also important aspects of devVelopmental psycholody.

-

‘ . ¢ . ) »
" Development of self-concept, self-esteem, and beliefs about other people is
- A .. . ¢ ’

carried on mostly in families, and to some extent in schools. Children are powerfully .
. .

influenced by the ways theif parents‘and peers relate to them. Andy while families -
: / . .
are more'potentjinfluences in the most plastic(formatiVe (first five) years, schools not

ondy hade the potentiaL to serve & continuing (after 5) infloence on- person development,

-l\
but also the potent1al to remediate problems not resolved in the pre-school years. As

- - v

L]
dgqeloping persons, teachers were influenced by the same factors as were the students -
. ' ! 8 ~ . 4

ﬁgom they teach. Understanding their own development can permit_teachers to become more

"‘m *
[

empathic with their students as well as to help students in their quests for selfhood.

[N

So, although it could be fruitful to instruct teachers about theories” of human
. \ .

development, it would be more acadefic than fruitful if teachers' awareness of their

v

own courses of development were not part of the formula. So the three approaches

I am abott to describe all have two sides to them'- a professional and uheoretlcal"

. +

aspect and a perspnal aspect. The assumption is thaghiﬁaﬁeachers aren't* part of the

solution, they may becomei?art of the problem.
' s

\ . “\ . . - ' v
Let me be specific for a moment about the kinds of developmental concerns that

» *

thege three approaches conSider.y I am concerned about the possibility that un—

-

Al

' tested'preconceptigis may prevent teachers from seeing their student& realistically,
or that unresolved ‘lnterpersonal issues may distort their views of and expect1

atfgns about their students. These same conflicts may make it difficult for teachers

to anjoy being with their studgnts. Tedchers need td be able to find ‘enough sources

of satisfaction in their personal lives that they will not look to students t&

' gupply their needs. It is my ylew that to facilitate students' emotional development, .
i

. .
.
, . .
’ i ) 3 - ' ) )
.
.
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teachers need to be relatively secure persons,who experience life fully }nd who can
< . . .

»

help students grow to appreciate 1ife's meanings and ambiguities. It takes effort't3
: y . : s ' ’ g

become this sort of person. I believe that it is appropriate for a teacher education

»

* program to offer this,point’ of view and to provide self- development experiences which
LI . _ .
éncourage students to explore their.personhood in these ways. i ’

s Although this is a value-laden position, it has been supportéd by research which

" demonstrates that teachers' effecfiveness in the classroom is related to their-develop-

-~
-

ment as persons. For exampfe, Art Combs' (1969) research’ demonstrated convincingly
) ’ ‘ A 4 ) .
that more effective teachiers see themselves as more adequate, trustworthy and sel{-
- ’ LI

.

revealing than less effective teachers. More recently, Berliner and Tikunoff (1977)

identified a number of variables that distinguished Effective from ineffective teachers.

. : [y

Among them were things like degree-of accepting students' feelings and attitudes,
spontaniety, and,(negatively related to effectiveness) ,belittling children in front of

othérs and seeking recpgnition from the students. These variables are clearly retated
3 ) : ‘ 2 *

to the teachers' own needs, codflicts,‘and.behévior patterns.

' . ‘ ’ . ' ¢ e

- . }

While the thmee approaches to teacher self- development I am about\tq describe

differ in content and strategy, they share'a commoﬁ'goal *to help teacagrs learn about

.

the processes_ of  human devleopmeqt as well as to facilitate their own dei/el'o_pment as ‘

. . [} ! .
persons. In endéavoring to- help students see the meaning of theory in theigfown lives,
N < !

A
a1

I hope‘that~the students and I both go beyond our current, perceptions of ourselves and
. 1 - Y " ) . - : R I} X
others to find more effective‘ways of bging with curse€lves and our students,

3
.

. , : A3

> " Context e

: ‘ The5approaches to teacher self development I will be describihg/are part of

r N .

Syracuse University s dﬁdetgrsﬁuate, pre—service teacher educatyﬁ#program ‘ The

\

program iﬂhelf is innovative sinca stqdents have practical experiences via field

}
n

placements beginning in their first Eddtation~course and continuing throughout their
1

professional education 8emesters.‘/;his begins with experiences in tutér{ng and ob-

i p

Q serving children. Elementary education majors Spend two days each week.in schools

. o

. -

' . .
* 4
. . .
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in their first full-time semester, three days weekly during the second, and ‘full-time !

L4 ’

during their student teaching semester. Secondary majors follow a similar pattern,'

. -

“but fith somewhat less- time in schools. All students also take methods cour ses, most

v

of which are ohe-credit ntini courses which meet on c;sbus for two hoyrs weekly for seven
’ q. : R . . . ‘
weeks, as well as a full compliment of liberal arts courses. The workload is demanding.

a . ‘ - .
#» Thelpressure of being in field sitpations adqi—-helpfully, I think--to students'

concerns;about their potential to become good teachers and their feelings about teaching

as a career. Working closely with children, experienced teacheﬁs and peers also raises

e e -«%&nﬂ!
> many interpersonal questions and problems. S mﬂ,,—’ .
‘:‘e v v - ’4_’ . - ’ -

e

The three minicourses I offar Can be Felated to 5he kinds of interpersonal

situations which occur Yn the. gield as well a# to personal issues with friends and
» / N

family. Although the three workshops--'Human Development," "Helping Skills, and

2
are electives, stheduling problems have-.often reduced students'

"SelfiRealizat}on

- The Minicourses . N

’
.

Human Development is the latest of these minicourses to be developed. It came

about'when it became apparent that our new program did not offer any courses dealing

. "

'explicity with theory of chiId development. Although some students took Child qr

" Adolescent Development in the Psychology department, few were meiliar*with . -

4
. psychological processes and issues in, human deveiopment which mighb—help them fo better

“

understand their students and themselves. Now that 1 ‘think back, filling this yo}d

- ™~ N . -
with a -one-credit, l4-contact-hours minicourse was no smal}/challenge! I made some

\

value-laden decisions. and concluded that anwimportant focus to consider was nurturance,
_~largely as provided in the family, including the kinds of ingeractions that occurred
[} N .

- between parerts and children and amoné the children and the effect of these interactions

. | . \ , .
on development of self-concept and expectations a ud other people. 1 also decided”




—- - . -
(]

- ! ’ ' rd .
i that for this to.have a deep meaning for students, it had to be.based on rezl éases of

¥ . : ] .
developing people, including themselves. I chose to use an inductive strategy to en-

courage students to generate their own principles” of development. I found an

anthology of childhood autoﬁiggraphies.of famous people (Milgram and Sciarra, 1974),

[N

adapted some Structured interactions.from,Peoplemaking,(Satir,'l972), and devised a

- I

gseries of mini-lectures on topics like what it means to be nurtdrant\person, the

family soéial situation and children's feeiings, modelIing the development of self-
», e
esteeq, and the effects of birth order on sibling relationshlps and self-concept.

Y T .
" [ % ' »
-

students to consider childhood feelings in the light of their own histories, and
- .' . N - —’ . - ; 2o _" .
discussipn. . ~ '\ * ’

Here is an illustration of how the various activities worked together. 1In the

>

context of family interactions, I wanted to introduce Freud's hypotheses about the
~ .

Oedipus.and Electra situations as paradigms for some of the conflicts that arise in
. Is

. . g
families. My experience as a student and as .a teacher was that if these ideas were

N [
-

3

. bl .
‘introduced at all, they were introduced in such an intellectualized way%s to seem

. like the ravings of a madman. (When I was am hhdergraduate’at I11linois, one-child

/ psych teacher told us npt to bother with Freud, as his work was passe). My personal .-
search for self—understanding was quite the contrary. \I thoughtﬁ&hat when considered?
] . )
frem the point of view of a chiId s feelings, the Oedipus and Electra conflicts Were,
X
more believable, ‘and were at least\usefuI metaphprs for the emotionali!bnfliéts children
u

face. So, in the: Human Developmentﬁglass, students ‘first read childhood autobiobraphies

»

— . b

of Eleanor Roosevelt and Dick Gregory, in which their Oedfpal and Blectral conflicts

N
.were explicitly recafied but not intellectualized Eor example, 4t one point in his

childhood Gregory 1 erally attempted "to murdet his father when his father wandered

hom@ drunk afterﬁmonths of absence and beat up his mother. In between visits, Gregory's
e A
mother haﬂ”invited a nearly. symbiotic attachment and his father s feturn brought"

' out livid jealousy and confusion in_the boy. ,While’ Eleanor Roosevelt é feelings were

,4,‘-‘

-

.}
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not acted out, her recall of childhood jealousy of her mother isaequ&lly vivid, and

. her.plana to marry her father and have-thildren with him are explicitly recounted A

.

students read these autpbiographies, we did some role playing in class, which was des gned
7 »

to invfte-recall of 'some of their feelings as children. One of the vehicles ;or this
' 3 §

"
\

\ .
was a parent—child situation developed by.Virginia Satir (1972) Wotking in pairs, one
!
studenb stands while the other sits on the floer at his or her feet. They engage in
conversations, take in the scenery, and reliably~begin to sense what it is like to feel

v

1ittle among giants, what it is like to feel less adequate and a bit weaker than the #»
parent': These feelings play an important part in early development and can influence

children's perceptions of themselves. Sometimes ;eality—testing does notmtotally ’ -
- »

» . . -

corréct these perceptions as people grow older. By reexam ning such early feelings,

/college students are alerted to the conditions that invite Oedipal and Electral<£eelings.
Instead of an exercise in labelling somewhat unbelievable developmentaf\stages, the o
unit becomes a realistic characterization of one of the important life':rises. At

. N 1
. this point in the unit,iI introduced Fre dfs formulations and invited students to

/

compare their‘ nceptualizations of what goesron with children with his view. T

= 1 3
might add that, in future versions of this unit, I will add to my minilecture thé -~

-
L ]

recent research,interpretations'by Fisher and Greenberg (1977). 1In considering Freud's
hypothesis that boys identify with their fathers to'resolvq their Qedipal conflicts, .
) L

v . .
they provide data which ghows that'the identification comes not out of fear of the
'father,~but rather from the father's nurturing invitation to give up the conflict and

. v N -

work together toward the boy's growth into manhood .

. R .
Since the arrangepents for this workshop diff%red somewhat from most univeraity

y 2

courses, they are worthy.q§ note. What would be requirements in most courses'were .

. '} *
defined'as reSponsibilities; responsibilities which we all shared. The participants
/

responsibilities included reading short aitobiographies (Milgfam and Sciarra, 1974) .

and sections of Lidz's The Person (1976); becoming personally invplved in outside

~
work which included personally reflective experiences; sharing their ideas and ex-

v

x oeriences in short, weekly papers; and evaluating their progress in the course, iﬁéﬁuding

ok ; R 7 S : ' S '

-
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of-class experiences; structuring class time; providing\personal feedback on weekly

.
/
‘

papers; prOviding'minilectures; and serving as a resource person. There were no term

LS ’ 5 ' .z ' . - . ! . <~
- .- papers, hultiple-choice tests, book reports, or final exams. Only an o6ccasional student °
. . .

4. found it difficult to take responsibﬂ&ity £or part1cipation in the activities, and e

2

y wasted no time playing the gradlng game. ?Most of the participar(ts put in more than
A3

/ the usual amgunt of time appropriate for a. one-credit course, and the data that ] will
- ¢ -

N ' present later in the pdper shows that most of them found it a worthvhile experience.
! ]

. ) /
/

Helping Skills. The second approach I,am describing was one of the. first minicourses

of fered in our redesigned teacher educatien program (the first group was in Fall 1974),

and, from the first, had a practical focus. The'goals yere to help students learn .
about and become effective at certain specific interviewing skills: to be able to
paraphrase (reflect back))accurately what someone said; ti impriﬁe capacit; for aécurate
empathy; to become proficlent ﬁt'gerceiving both verbal and nonverbal commuhications;

. and to begin to develop effective use of self disclosure of feelings in helping sit-
uations. Working toward.these goals could take up the greater~share‘of energy in a
graduate”program in ;ounselling psychology. To make matters worse, administrative re-

.

4 airangement of the schedule reduced contact time in later offerings of the course from
the original 24 to 14. Eveh in the shorter format, however, we have been able to

. .x
introduce ‘some of the basic issyes in establishing helping relationships and hafe been

able tb-develop some minimal proficiency in listening and responding. . As will be

shoyn in the data section students' evaluations of thls course were quite positive and -
- L3 *

they,seem to have applied what they learned to both personal and professionaf situations.

L)
R
N

- Workshop time was spent in describing and modelling basic sﬂ!lls, in’ practicing

.the skills, and in discussion of individuals' experiences in and outside.of the workshop.

'Very little theory was Introduced, primarily some of Carkhuff's (1969)-ideag-to provide
' 1

]

. ~‘ia sense jf the/course of deyelopment of helping relationships -- and aspects of Combs'

1

?(1969) work to add substance and to provide a bridge between theory and practice;

,"EKC o 8 4

IText Providad by ERIC.

] . . J . . :
agsigning their own grades. My responsibilities includeﬂ/identirying useful outside- v

-

|3
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Nany of the exercises Jsed'were fﬁspired by .the work of Digish and Haue7 <1973) and

Egan (1975). These exercises included bracticing "au%sndipg" behqviof, jae., good
~ - ) .

. . v v . , . .
posture, eye contact, and voice quality; accurate identification of others' expressed

feelings; giving accurate reflection of content; and considering alternative responses

- .

to others’ statements. Time spent on "practicing" self-disclosure to invite opkn—ness
N ! - - . 3 F-3 .
- from others ,offered opportunities for sharihg personal concerns. This was sometim%g .

done in_pairs to build trust more quickly. Sometimes this material »}novbinto the

. - Y . Lt e . ’
group.. There were many opportunities’ to discuss relationships with children, fdmilies, e
. ‘ . . ‘ \
and peers. Shaging of whese concerns. was often approgriate to the course contgnt, and

. HeLped'students consider their styles of relating-to others as well as alternative

‘ C oy
. behaviors. .o
. . . .
. , ’ : »

.'A Self Realization. fhé tﬁird approach was designed as an oﬂ%ortunity for students

to increase theix'felf—awareness. The focus was on the students themselves: lum;they.
) . / ’

. interacted with peers, relatives, and children,.and the life EXpefiences that predispbsqd

them to behave in those ways. The theory that served as a medium for these explorations
) 3

was primarily Berne's Tragsactional Analysis (cf. Berne, 1973), with additions (and

. '\' . Tt -
" improvements) frmﬂpsychoanaiytidal psychology. .Like Helping * Bkills, the o}iginal :
L )
version of this miniaourse, provided about 28 hoﬁrs of contact time,'whicﬁ was reduced >
' *4\- - ‘
in administrative reorganization a yeat/iater to 18. Consequently, an ongoing encounter’
- ' - . . . .
_ group, part of the original plan, was dropped in favor of structured tasks (for pairs
"and groups) whith were designed to encourage self-revelation and explorétion more

-

sydtematically than was possiéle in the encounter groupg. So the most recent format

< R
was about evenly divided between miMlectures (on TA and related theory) and structured
L ‘ Pl s
interpersonal "encounters. y
. . - ¢ ‘

| . .

| © . A brief overview of some of the theory presented asiwgll‘as the interactive

5 -

- | ‘experiences employed may provide a sense of the issues ‘open to exploration in this

/ workéhpp. A major topic was strokes: how people stroke eéach other physically,

L4

Q vwverbally and nonverbally; the origin of stroking styles in early family Anteractions;

é




3

o«

. ‘ : ’ '
,JParent, Adult, and;Child ego states -- was also introduced agd compared with Freud's

-9- ' N
L) . ' [ 4 ’ . ' .

. ’ o A~
and the ways people manipilate each other to get strokes; research on the impact of
/

kinds of stroking on d2velopment, e.g. how a lack of early emotional contact can lead

g marasmus. Students worked in pairs and group discussions to explore the k1nds of K 1

stroking that occurred in their families and their current needs and styles of stroking.

N .

. ’ . .
Berne's thegf% about personality development -- theﬁrole and funct}on of the
- - ' e . . . r

- # -
concepts of Superego, Ego, and Id. Studerts practiced identifying ego states represént-
ed in varjous role-playing situations, paying particulgr/attehﬁnxlto nonverbal ones.
Yotk outside of class dealt with identifying ego states in ingeractions students &b-°

served between their peers and their own students in schools. Other aspects of
' \

Transactional Analysis that were considered include psychologfial games and their
' ' (

. functions; life positions (the "I'm OK/You're OK" world views and the events that lead

people to agsume those positioms); -.and, when timezbermitted a brieb introduction to

the ﬂpea of 1lifé scripts. Inte{ylew schedules wvere proJided to pairs of students .80 v
oo - .

that they~could better identify the st?les of the1r ‘ralsactlons with other people and

to facilitate recall of early family experiences tha; 1l them to assume views of

themselves and otherz. From ny perspective, the short amount of time available re-
stricted the kinds of gnotidnal'involvenents that lead‘to substantial increases.in
self-awareness.d.On'the_other hand, studénts' saw the exper iences personally neaningful,
perhaps in part&because so few university experiences‘are available for this kind of

'self-exploraﬂion. The outside’work may ‘also have played a major part in the usefulness

-

.
-

. . by
of the experiences. Students read Born to Win and at their discretipn, worked through the

Gestalt Therapy -‘inspired self-awareness exercises provided throughout. They also’

L

sampled from a reading list, and worked through some observation tasks, for example,é
‘aw“ \ ,
categorizing the kinds of strokes given in an episode of "All in the Family.' As in

-

the other two courses, studgents assessed their own progress via a self-evaluation in- _

’

strument provided by the-Tﬁstnuctor, and on the basis 6% their self-assessmenty combined

with ongoing feedback from the instructor and the other partic¢ipants, assigned their own

- 3
’ -

10 S
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grades. '7s in Human Bevelgpment it was made clear g;pm the beginnlng that the - ‘aijj

- L4 L

! .

7

Jresponerillties for. getting something out of\the WOrkshop was shared w1th the

" instructpr. - ‘ e . IR

, . .
/ - . - " ) ‘ 1o
. . . .

Students? AssessmentS'of.Their Minicourse Eiperiénces

/ // - : . : ) ¥
Bince the fitst Helping Skills workshop was offered in Spring 1974, .assessments

7

of the participants' experiences in all three minicourses have been made periodically,

/ ‘ - Y
primarily via a wide variety of course.evaluation' instruments. ‘The}data gathered 'in -,

r‘~ 1 ’ ’ - L. ,
this way was used primarily to improve the_courses., Although different open-ended /

- s

- - . ™ . . . .
questionnaires were employed at various times, two instrumerts used dusing the past

year were administered to all three minicour"*. These were the (}x}ursé Evaluation

"Supplement’‘and the Relationships Inventory. The Tesults from recent administrations

of these'instruments will be presentqd since they permit comparisons between the out-

Y

mesJ%q; the three wOrkshops. In additlon data from course gyaluationq!for three

L
8

semesters of Self Reallzatlon will be cons1dered C .

.

! ) 4 ‘ - \

1 The Course Evaluation Supplement asked students to Qompare a given minicourse

-

to other Education cdurses that they had\taken at -Syracuse Un1vers1ty (School of '
1 L J

Ao

.Edudation requirements ensured-that partfcipants®had taken at éeast the .Introduction _

. R ’ " . o - ‘
to Education course; most‘students had taken at least two other minicoﬁrses.)- The

e

-

items in this-survegy, along with means and standard dev1ations, are shown in Table 1.

1]
A S ¥

The figures are for the Spripg 1977 offerings of the workshops. (The Course Evaluation_

’

Supplement also was administered to The~ﬁelp1ng Skills and Human Development groups in

Fall 19?6 Means for 511 of the items excépt no 9 were ordered ident\gélly as* for th‘)

Spring l977 sample.)” _There is a great deal of or‘ to the data, a number of
)

inferences can b made about “the cémparative effects of the workshops en the participants.

. -
-® . -
-

] ' oo N

Consider it ’#l,-for example,‘;hich asked students to rate the‘minicourse in terms

-~ . LN

')

of how useful it was in helping thedeEEome better teachers. The course that was
y, . - Ky N -

. .
Y

7 ’ e -

c . . Sy
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most behavioral most technique*oriented = Helping Skills -~ 'was rated highest among

’ M ]

' the three groups.ntHuman Davelopment,,which focussed on both chjldren and adults, was
rated next,most usefpl 'and Self Real!zatlon, which focussed on the part1c1pants <
. \ A \o: 4 ‘ . . .
themselves;‘wds found‘least useful in helping the participﬁnts become Better teachers.,\
. ¢ Lt !».
:Item 2-32}Ch d%alt:wﬂtl dehts ratlngs of the usefulness of a workshop.in increasing

self1understanding, elicited comparable results. Self—Realization, in which the : »

v

main goal was s%lf-understanding, was rated‘highest. Help1ng Skills, which permitted

the next most personaliy-invested interactlpns fp class, was rated next highest s and

Human DevelOpmenb with,a more theprenical focus, was sken as least useful for sehf-

. ! - T e

understandlng.' In‘;erms of ﬂnderstanding children, responses to item #3 also reflected

*s
-

the different course orientations.’ Human Development, “hich, in large part, focussed on
the emotipnal experignces ofgthe growing‘child was g#ven the h1ghe3t rating Helﬂing'

' \J
~8kills, whiech virtually ignored the p?ocesses of development Eer se, was rated lowest.”"

—

A
Self Realization, which’//hile focussing on‘the participants, presented a thcgrx of
.personality formatien, was, seen as having a relatively moderate impact, on helping the - f.
participants understandvehlldren. ‘This cqntrasts with ‘the first item, in whichgthe
behavioral approach (;elping $kills) was seen as,most useful in helpihg.students‘.° ;i
. ‘- - ’ . . -
become better teachérs, while Humar DevelOpment was’seen as having more impac:tin :’f

incréasipg their understanding(of children. -,
” - .

T, .
\ -

Items 5, 6, and 7 represent the three factors isolated in Syracuse Uaiversity ]
L

campus~wide Instruction%l ﬂating §urvey (Stern and Rdchman, 1973) which focusses on

)

instructors' performance§ The three items were included in"the Course Evaluation-
) . 4 . . : e 5.
Supplenent‘to'compare the -balance of these factors in the personallyloriented mini-

-
¢

-tourses. The fact that instructor warmth was rated virtualf} identically ¥or all three

workshops lends credence to the suggestions that instructor variaB{:s did not account

. '

LY
foy the diffeTEnces in outcomes between the minicourses. The ratings of class discusslons 4

L4 ¢ »

correlate highly with the amount of time students spent in interaction in the workshops.l

Perhaps three~quarters of the. worksﬂop ‘time in Helping Skills was devoted to prdctice

e g2
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- of specific skilhp or ggoup discussion. In Sglf Realization 1about half of the time .

[l *, - >

. was- spent.on dyad%shand\small-group encounters, and in Human Development, perhaps one- /.
third‘Ff‘the contact time was devoted to di8cussions. It is somewhat1embarrassing to'. 2
report todthis august body (it migﬁt be somewhat legs embarrassing in September) that, ':‘
" of the lhnee factors represented in items 5,” 6, and 7 "intellectual challe;ge" was .

. ¢ N -

. uniformly’rated lower than "instructor warmth" and "class discussions." It is even

moré embarrassing for this pszchoanalytical y-or\ented
]

of “the three minicourses, the behavioral

st to report that,

[ 4 L C -

ls —--yas seen as most
.".. “

intellectually challenging. I feel confident tflat’ this was due to the faét that,

Since the behavioral approach offered the least in the way of explaining behavior,

it seemed the most puzzling to, _students, and thereﬁore was seen as intellectually

As to «the overall relatively Yow ratings\given intellectual challenge T

.~

stimu_latirk.

f

“for these minicourses, the best ‘1 can say is “that it. makes sense. A relatively large

[N ~ . -

. , ) g
amoynt of ti;e*was spent in these wprgéhops on interactive expermences; relative to

In a

-~

lmost'uniyers££y courses, less time wa spent on learning theoretical material.

( - r
Al

" way, it shows a weakness of the minicourses, since person development is an’ intellectually
L
sound and challengingz@ield of‘study On the othe!.hand, compared *to most university

. ’ - - »

courses‘ these workshogs have a much clearer focus on»personal development for the

[ . . -
’ - [ . R

'studen‘s and the less intellectualizing about this, the bettqr. At any rate, in future

.

versions of these minicourses, I hope ?o introduce more theory, hopefully without E e

\ . "

sacrificigg the perSonal ‘orientation. : .y . ' . '
A . o o : B , -

A few additional remarks about ithe data in Table 1 are in order.

.
Y

AT<£irst ‘glence,

it sqems surprising that persoéal feadback from the inst;uctor (item 8) was\rated -

Id ’

. lowest for the most personally oriénted workshop (self Realization) and highest in thl‘//

%
“Tnosgt theory oriented workshop (Human Development) There are good. reasong)for this
) » . . L

seeming paradox. In the, Human Developmeﬂl workshop, students_wrotega~short Y eacH ¢
. L3 LI
. I3 . . -
week on both"theoretical and personal issues. The ipstructor-responded to e paper,
S S i Y

‘W th indfvidual comments. Students in Helping Skills submitted three or four written .
7 x

] . ) ,)' .

¥
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‘rating scale and room for an open-ended reply. The three iteﬂs, with means and
v L}

¢ L . ) -13- -, .
Lo , . .

‘x e ‘ . A
’ - s

exergises during the course -and those in the most recent offerings of Self Realization
) ®

-

only submitted two or three such‘papers; Thus, the ratings correlated positively with
.

the amount of feedback provided In early versions of Self Realization; students res=

-

ponded\in writing to many of the exercises in Born to Win and the instructot pro—

vided. personal feedback Also, in the earlier versions of this minicourse, the: .

L 4

1

greater tnearly double) amount of codtact time permitted "here-and now" feedback via

P

the ehcounter ‘group work. Both of these avénues for sharing provided more intéraction

with the instructor. Since earl§ course evaluations'indicated that ‘these approdches
by S R :

- I

) . . A . .
were useful for many students, I will again include them wheh'future versions of the:

s - . . ' . * -

minicourse.haue longer formats. : -

-
.

One of the anticipated outcomes of.personal development groups was that they
. N - , » p -
would affect the ways the partieipants relate to other people. In the best of all

~ poséible worlds, this.could be assessed by objective observation of the participants

v

in home and field settings. Since the'city of Syracuse, N. Y., is only second best
as possible worlds go, we gathered some self-report dita, which at worst must be
’ - . . .

takert .with a grain of salt and at best must be seen as phenomenological data. -The

Relationships Inventory used for this purpose-contained three items, each with a

. PR 4
’

standard deviations for the Spring 1977 groups, are shown in T ble 2. (Please note
that thegs/,;es for this inventory were weighted oppositely to those in the Course

Evaluati n Supplement.) Throughout the groups, the relgtionships that students

saw as most\\ffected by the minicourses were those with friends. Between the mini-

-

" course groups, the most positive effects on relationships with friends were reperted

by students if Helping Skills. Aﬁong the outcomes these studehts cited in response to

“this question were: listening more amd giving less: advice; beingaﬁess negatiVe and more

A

open; idéntifying friends’ feelings more often and more‘accuratel§; better eye contact

’

in conversations; and mcre openness in'expressing feelings. 1In contrast, participants in

Human Development reported that their dealings,mith friends were affected in these

¢ -
4 ’ -
A

<. ' - 14 ‘ N - ,/'

»”
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1

wvays: better'underetanding of friends' behavior and its meanlngs; clearjﬁ'percep:ions
- \ . N
of friends personalities increased awareness of how- friends affecéid the participants'

«) o behavior and the feelings they had about their friends; and more honest communicatiéns

-
~ -

w1th friends. Participants in the Self Realization group identified the followiag

-

outcomes regarding their relationships with friends: morg open communications; clearer

perceptions of how people see themselves; and better understandigg of pedhle's motivations,,
Ay

both their own.and others'. Between' the three groups, there are some similarities

and some difierences in outcomes concerning relationships with friends. Yhe points of

) departure seem to reflect the variations in approach between the minicourses. For
' * - £ ' . v i B
. example, participants in'Helping Skills’mo_re often identified changes ‘ terms of their
" behavior; students- in Human Development reported better understanding of personalities

’ -~

and perceptivenessfin.the exchange of féelings; and those in Self Redlization noted in-
PN

" creased awareness of others' perceptions and of underlying factors in behavior. -

-~ -

-

-~

.

Although participants rated the impact of the workshops on their\relationships
.with their families lower than the impact on relationships with friends and children,

»
they cited a variety of outcomes--a variety which again, reflected the orientations of

. - .

. the workshops. Students in Human Development reported ‘these changes. better under-.

standing of and improved relationships with brothers and sisters ‘increased under-

standing of their families' influence on their own development; increased ability t&
~

/see Samily members as individuals; and better understandipg of parents' communication and
p ’ S, . .

»

.

‘. feelings.'ﬁgne married student reported better relationsbips with her daughter.

Several students said that'they had hot been h touch with ‘their families since the
course began. A few others repérted that, as’ one student put it, "After 22 years of a

i

certain style, thi‘Fs don't change much " Students in Self Realizatiod reported re-

0

latively fewer ways ‘that ‘the course ‘affected relationships with their families. Those

. ’

.cited included better understan&ing of parenrs behavior; more open communications;

s

* and ﬁnproved ability to make needs and views knovc One thing to keep in mihd with the °.

elf Realization roup is that, insofar as the.experiences affected self-awareness, it
group e

-

1
- \]
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. . - . A .
- .is likely that, at a given time, some of ‘the students may have been re-experiencing

This is because, in,the

. s . - * /
- process of recalling early.family situations, people were likely to recall painful

negative féelings'toward their families as wéll'és‘positive.

The students could® use both kinds of recall to

‘help

with other people.

Py

memor f'es. as wefl as pleasurable ones.

, ) : \
] understand their perceptioms of themselvesy others, and their options in dealing

Y N

@

™~ Like their reports of changes in relationships with friends, students in Helping

N

Skills tended to report outComes regarding their £amilies in behavioral terms.
. - & .

feelings; and increased awareness of when (one SBtudent) was

-7

Changes-

noted included lis&enihg ore accurately to‘parents; more clearl? perceiving parents’

"tuning out" his parents.

e

.

Consid;;tng that one ofthe long-range goals of these three ‘personal develop—

»
meént experiences %as to help Young teachers improve their relationships with ‘their \
students, it was gratifying to find that participants found the colrses to have a
YA

_ fairly strong, positive impact on these relationships. Students in Helping Skills

gave the highest rat{ngsrin this regard and also provided many case examples. Out~

. \ ’ .
comes they cited. included: greater awareness of children's wants and.needs; increased

P

ability to-communicate,caring and concern to their ‘'students; better communicating
o ™ N

°

(as students) with their Supervising teachers; more openness in sharing feelings with

]

‘. A
kids'and a corresponding increage in their students'

to children's feeliﬁgs.

<

»n

4
openness; and being more attuned < .

\
\

‘The studentsﬁin Human Development reported relatively fewer

-

examples of the course 8 effects on relatidnships with/children™ Those that were -~ '

reported were more family—orientef miore concern fdr childreﬁz;:’ome situations and

their impact on children' increased awareness of the subtler,influenceﬁ»families hava

on development e, g.,‘on self-concept and self-esteem) ; decreagad judgmental behavior

toward children, more empathy for kids e

feelings, and. more awareness of the impact of .

P -

children's feelidgs on their behavior. One or two students reported sityations in which
due to their course experiences, they intervengg in children's behalves,'(ae., in finding

a resource for thg child at the schdol ' Among the 9u};omes repérted by students in .
\ ~ . o v

¢
. .
- .

L}
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- -Self Realization were better understanding of how to communicate\pith kids; ability to

¢

., use a greater variety of approaches’ in dealing with'children, for example in ways of '

' setting limits; giving more positive strokes; and having a better understanding of how

<

kids develop and -how to improve the conditions for their coftinued development. ,

]

In general, the college students reported that these minicourses had a widejparie '

1

- .

f effects on their relationships with friends, families, and children. The outcomes
_.—¥*'$’ “n
reflected the orientatkgns of the particular workshops. 1In a way it is surprising

that any effects were reported. We do not usually measure the 1mpact of university

A L4

cqurses,in'terms of their effects on relatignships! Yet these three minicoursesy

even with a melatively limited number of contact hours, seem to have had at least
¥ » ‘ *
some influehce—r-for the better, %nsd;e students' value systems-——on the participants‘

-

lives cutside the classroom. - - ‘ . s

/ Since the student ratings discussed so far were based on workshops occuring “4n
one semester, it is reasonable to ask about the reliability of these kinds of out=-

comes. Data on Self Realization taken from course evaluations in previous semesters

’
¢ .

may, be helpful in this regard. Table 3 summarizes student responses to three questions’

o , . I . -
which were asked on anonymous course evaluations in Fall 1975, Spring 1976, and

3

Fall 1976 warkshops. While these'questions are more general than the anes asked on the

~ more .recently-devised instruments, they suggest some stabilit§ in“the overall ippact

. . e . . ]
P N

, © of the’minicourSe‘rer -thrEe terms. The only question which dr® a varying fpattern .
ta ' sents® abi1ities to relske the workshop siper’

VR s the one concerning students” abilities to relate the workshop experiences to
professional concerns. As the previdusly reported data showed the Selfoealization

workshop, with*a (ocus on the college students themsel s, appeared to be less.
\

professionally oriented..

.. '.'

v

With the emphasis on self-deuelopment in this minicourse, it is instructive°to

look-at the kinds of professionally-related outcomes the students reported from their’

) . IR
Self Realfzation experiences in the three earlier workshops. “Thesé included: und?rm

A

~ 17
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. students .can also benefit, - ’ .-

S A

! ' S S -17- ’ o ) *

standing what led to the choice,of a teaching career; realizing that the narticipant‘/
had been carefuily guardinglﬁeelings when with-students; trying less often to wih“
students' affection- having greater confidence in ‘dealing with kids, being more aware
of beihg condescending or controlLing with kids having increased awareness of how

¥

, children trigger certain emotions; realizing how older teachers act parental in giving

4
¥

advice, and understanding children better.

0

Looking back on the deQelopment of these approaches and students reactions to

their minicourse experiences I feellpleased about the way things have gone. Even

'

Heiﬁlng Skills and Human Development, which included the students' ownfdevelopment as
. only one of severaI goals, seem to have engaged the students in self-explbration agd
s

-

self-examination. The student self-report data available Buggests that the exploration

’
IS

had positive effects, both intrapersonally and«inteerrsonally The experiences in

" these minicourses support the notions.that situations can be designed which encourage

) teachers self-development, and that as teachers advance their own personhood, their

-

*
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. % , Table 1" ) a
4 - : . i " s *
A ‘Means and, Standa;;d Deviatiges of Student Ratings of ..

« ' Items on the Coursa Evaluation S ppl ent (Spring 1977 Groups)

-

-

-y

4 . [ /, ‘
Hinicqurse Group

‘Human D'evel .

Helping bkills Self Realiz.

%325/27 means that, of 27
evaluation. -

udents enrolled in the coyrse, 25 filld out the

*

N=25/27% ' N=13/15 N=11/14
. b . B
M 2.00 ‘1.75 2.27 A
8 .95 . © 292 85
M 177 - 1.33 1.18
) 8 * [:79 ' - 047 04;
3. usefuln’ess in helping you under- A 1.68 - 2.16 2.00"
‘\, stand childten 8 .69 .68 .63
'l . 'y N » +
4. usefulness in helping you under- M 1,90 1.66 . 2.00
" " stand adults ./ 8 79 - .62 ).89
I ,
5. intellectual challenge’provided M - 2.19 2.08 2.55
by the cou.x:ezec s 1.09 «75 .69
! . : - . & LI : .
6. instructor's warmth® ' M 1.45 ° 1.41 1.66
« - ' . ' ’ 8 078 , o -64 069
7. tatiog of class discussions®. M 1.96_ . 1.50 +1.73 .
P . 3 .8 .79 .50 ..:79
L ™~
8. personal feedback provided by the M. 1.31 ) 1.58 2.09
T instructor 8- . »35 .75 94
9. overall rating of the ifstructor - M. 1.27 1.41 1.64
! . ‘ s .53 .49 .81
10. overall rating of the course M 1.86 - ) 3. %6 .- 136
) 8 1.05 . . "7 (‘47 - +67
T . £y e v e e = e e = et
r ‘

. 6 ~
bRat;ings were made on.a £ ve—po{nt scale, with 1. 00="Exceptiona],/0utstanding ’
3.00=' 'AVerage » and 5.00=' Unsatisfactory”. . "y

It:ems repreSenting t:hree main factors on Syracuse University's "Ins\:ructional
Rating Survey (Stern and Richman, 1973) ) \* ,
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Tab le 2 v 5
Means and Standard Deviations fbr Student Ratings of

€

' *Minicourse Group

_Iteme on the Relationships Inventory {(Spring 1977 Groups)

.

| Human Dgvel. Helpidg-Skills ' Self Realiz.
Item ' s : AP .
< ' \ . N=24/27° N=14/15 N=10/14 -
1. How has whit you learned in this M 4.17° 4.82 4,20
ninicourse affected the ways you 8 .64 .37 - .63 °
- rclate to friends? :
. 2. 'MOw has what yod learned in this M  3.96 7.89 . 3.70
) minicourse affected the ways you~ s .74 .63 .68~
* relate to your family?
/ o
" 3. How has what you learned in this M 4.17 4,48 3.90
minicourse affected the ways you s .80 .63 ' .88
relate to your students or to - '
children generally?
\ ' ~ :
aN=24/27 means that of 27 students enrolled in the course, 24 filled out the
evaluation. . . ’
bItems wére rated on a five-point\scale, where 5. OOd"very positlvely”, 3.00="not

at all®, and 1.00="very negatively".

-

*\*/
Table 3
Summaries of Student Responses to Questions

Y

-

About the Self Realizat*on Minicqurse for Three Semesters

i .. . : Semester
- o Fall 1975° . Spring 1976 Fall 1976
. Question N= 24/25 E N=21/28g N"10/13
. T \J
1. Would you recommend this mini- Yes 18 21 10
coyrse ta & friend? No 0 ’ 0 0
Other 2 0
- — [ 4
2, Have you been able to relate Yes 12 14 9
what "you've learmed to your No 0 ) 2 0
’ proféssional toncerns? Other "'~ 8 5 1
3. Has this course been Yes 18 f.20 9
Cpersonally meaningful for you? No .0 0 1
2 1 0

Dther-

e ——— -‘—-u-‘ - -t o — e - S—— p—
! '

\ |

N=24/25 means that, of ‘25 students enrolled, 24 fdlled out the course

evaluation,

b PR .
* Data summarized for two different groups meeting on separate days.

EKC ? 21
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